recited in the rejected Claims is in error, in sharp contrast to teaching the I arid P frame as each 
rate stre is, Wi eaches hat the I ax 1 ame are part, of a GOP in a single 
stream. For example, Wu states that "Each Group of Pictures contains one I-frame, multiple P- 
fraraes and B-frames." (See, col 4, hi. 43-44; see also. col. 3, In. 18-30 (discussing a single 
MPEG data stream as including I frames, P-frames, and B-frames)). Because Wu teaches that 
the l-frame and P-frame are each part of a single GOP or single MPEG data stream, one skilled 
in the art would understand that Wu does not teach two separate streams, 

In light of the fact that Wu fails to teach two separate streams, the rejected claims would 
not be obvious to one skilled in the art in view of Tafaara's disclosure of a system where a stream 
server received separate streams from three channels supplied and transmitted from an encoder 
block. Because Wu does not teach two separate streams, one skilled in the art could not be 
motivated to combine Wu with Tahara's teaching with respect to receiving separate streams from 
separate channels. 

Furthermore, Wu al so fails to teach or suggest the step of -modifying the main stream to 
create a modified stream such that it is impossible to view the initial content of the main stream. 
The Applicant respectfully submits that the rejection- s characterization of Wu's teaching of the 
P-frame being encoded with reference to a past data frame as the equivalent of a modified first 
stream is in error. The Applicant respectfully submits that one skilled in the art would 
understand that having a P-frame being encoded with reference to a past data frame is the 
standard practice N nakin in MPEG data strean ic ot 'modifk stream as recited in 
the rejected claims. Indeed, the Applicant's specification states that the modification of the 
stream renders the images altered and unintelligible. In contrast, encoding the P-frame with 
reference to the I-frame results in production of the visually readable MPEG video content 
Because Wu does not disclose both a first and second stream, it fails to teach or suggest a step of 
i ake it impossible to view the i t he stream 

* WVs failure to teach or su i in her distinguish*: 

the rejected claims from Wu because the claimed subject matter comprises a method in which 
the second stream is generated from data extracted from the first stream. Specifically, the 
Applicant's speciSca on de ihes process h vhid la J i,\ s e> cted from the 

main-strea i me re pi ced >y a ra n the distorted dls 

modified stream. (See, e.g., paragraphs [0086]-[0087] of the Applicant's specification). The 
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original, extracted P-frame is then used to make the second, complementary stream. Id As 
discussed above, 1 ireai 1 * ">} replacing 

of the random P-frame of the modified stream with original extracted P- frame at its original 
position. Because Wu does not disclose both a first and second stream, it fails to teach .or 
suggest a method in which a second stream is generated from data extracted from a first stream. 

The Applicant respectfully submits teat the claimed subject matter is non-obvious in view 
of Wu and. Tafaara because of Wu's inability to teach or suggest, two separate streams,, a method 
of modifying a first stream, or a method of generating a second stream from the data of the first 
stream. One skilled in the art in view of Wu and Tahara would not be motivated or guided to 
practice the methods recited in the rejected claims, which include each of these features. 
Accordingly, the Applicant respectfully submits that Claims 69-78, 80 and 81 are not obvious 
over the combination of Wu and Tahara because the combination fails to teach or suggest each 
and every element of the claims. Reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection is respectfully 
requested. 

Claim 79 is rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as unpatentable over Wu in view of Tahara, 
in further view of Tinker. The rejection states, thai the combination of Wu and Tahara teach the 
method recited in Claim 79, but concedes that Wu and Tahara do not teach aiti-thefr features. 
The rejection states that Tinker cures the multiple deficiencies of Wu and Tahara and that one 
skilled in the art would be motivated to look to Tinker simply because Tinker relates to an 
analogous art. 

The Applicant respectfully submits thai the rejection fails to articulate the reasons why 
one skilled in the art would be motivated or guided to modify the hypothetical combination of 
Wu and Tahara with the teachings of Tinker to create the method recited in Claim 79. In any 
event even if one skilled the in the art were motivated to look to Tinker, the result would not be 
the subject matter of Claim 79. As discussed above, Wu and Tahara fail to teach or suggest the 
steps of forming a second stream that is distinct from the first stream or of modifying the main 
stream to create a modified stream that it is impossible to view the initial content of the main 
strean e theft features disc i i to cure the deficiency of Wu and Tahara, 

Accordingly, the Applicant respectfully submits that Claim 79 is not obvious in view of 
the combination of Wu, Tahara, and Tinker. Reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection is 
respectfully requested. 
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In light of the foregoing, the Applicant respectfully submits that the entire application is 
now in condition for allowance, which is respectfully requested. 

EespectMI^ttbmitted, 

T, Daniel Christenburv 
Reg. No. 31,750 
Attorney for Applicant 

TDC/vbm 
(215) 656-3381 
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